In this study we use the NLSY dataset for years . We only consider observations after the respondent has left school for the first time. Actual experience is counted as the total number of weeks that the respondent declares s/he has worked since last interview after they leave school for the first time. Potential experience is constructed as years since the respondent left school.
job from the CPS section of the NSLY. The real wage is created using deflators from the 2006 economic report of the president. All observations with wages less than $1 and more than $100 are dropped. Our education variable is the highest grade completed by the respondent at the time of interview. The AFQT variable is normalized by age since respondents took the AFQT at different ages.
There are 5404 non-hispanic males in the NLSY79 sample. We drop 373 respondents who never left school or do not declare when they first left school. Out of remaining respondents 1489 graduated before 1978. For this group we constructed the work history before 1978 using three set of questions from the 1979 interview as in Joseph G. Altonji & Charles R. Pierret (2001) B Replication of Altonji and Pierret (2001) In this section we replicate the results reported on Altonji and Pierret (2001) using our sample selection criteria. AP estimate a log earning equation with linear interactions of education, race and AFQT with experience of the form:
Log wages w i of individual i are given as a function of schooling s i , race r i , AFQT scores z i , experience x i , and other controls Φ i .The results of the replication are presented in Table   1 . Specification (1) uses the sample selection closest to AP with observations coming from interview years 1979-1992. The coefficients presented here differ slightly from those presented in AP because of few differences in sample construction. First, the construction of potential experience is slightly different. The potential experience measure here is years since first left school, and any years of additional education after entering the labor market are subtracted from the experience measure. This measure seems to capture the time a person actually spends in the labor market better than the experience measure in AP, which is simply age minus education minus seven. Secondly, we do not control for interactions of education and AFQT with time as that makes identification very hard and makes the estimates unstable. Regardless of the slight 2 (1) is a replication of the results of AP. We also control year effects, a cubic in experience, a cubic in time with base year 1992, urban residence, and first occupation. Regression (2) uses the whole sample for years 79-04 and doesn't control for first occupation. We see a large coefficient on AFQT initially and a flat profile. Specification (3) limits the potential experience to less than 13 so the fast increase in the AFQT coefficient over time reappears. The White/Huber standard errors in parenthesiscontrol for possible correlation at individual level.
* significance level at the 95% level * * significance level at the 99% level differences, the main qualitative results of AP are still present in the results presented in Table   1 .
Following AP's interpretation, employers seem to statistically discriminate on the basis of education. The coefficient on education is positive and significant when a worker has no experience and falls as the worker gains more experience. On the other hand, employers initially put little weight on AFQT since it might not be visible to them. As the worker gets more experience the employers slowly learn about their ability so they increase the weight they put on AFQT.
The coefficient on black is insignificant and small initially, but it becomes significant and negative over time. AP use these as evidence that there is statistical discrimination on the basis of education but not on the basis of race.
Column (2) uses the same specification for our whole sample for interview years 1979-2004.
The results seem similar that the returns to AFQT are greater initially and have a flatter profile with experience. The change in the AFQT coefficients in the longer sample used in Column (2) is driven by a nonlinear relation between log wages and AFQT over experience. In order to keep the interpretation of the coefficients on AFQT simple we focus on the approximately linear part of this relationship, which corresponds to experience levels less than thirteen years.
The regression using this criterion is presented in column (3) of Table 1 . Restricting experience to less than thirteen years restores the low intercept and steep profile of AFQT. For the same reason explained above, we constrain the sample in our main analysis to less than thirteen years of experience.
C Sample Weights
Throughout this paper we have used both the nationally representative cross-sectional sample and the supplemental sample, which oversamples blacks and low-income whites, without using sample weights. Because our final sample is not representative of the U.S. population, questions may arise about whether we should be using weights in our estimation or not. There have been examples in the literature where weights have made a difference when using the NLSY79 data.
For example, Thomas MaCurdy, Thomas Mroz & R. Mark Gritz (1998) find differences in estimating the distributions of labor market earnings and hours of work when using weighted versus unweighted NLSY79 data. In order to address this concern, we estimate our key regressions using the sampling weights found on the NLSY79 and present the results in Table 2. 4 Note -All specifications control for urban residence, a cubic in experience and year effects. Specifications (2) and (4) also control for region of residence and for part time vs full time jobs. In specification (5) we report the P-values for the difference in the coefficients of specifications (1) and (3). Similarly specification (6) compares (2) and (4). The White/Huber standard errors in parenthesis control for correlation at the individual level. * statistical significance at the 90% level * * statistical significance at the 95% level
The results from for all specifications are very close in magnitude and not statistically different from the results previously presented in the unweighted regressions in Tables 2 and Table 5 of the main paper. Because sampling weights do not make any difference in our results, we follow Altonji and Pierret (2001) as well as others in the literature in not including weights in presenting our main results. 
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